REMARKS 

This application has been carefully reviewed in light of the Office Action 
dated April 16, 2008. Claims 22 to 37 are in the application, of which Claim 22 is the sole 
independent claim. Reconsideration and further examination are respectfully requested. 

Two formal objections were lodged against the drawings. With respect to 
the first, for use of different reference numerals to refer to a network, the objection is 
respectfully traversed, for the reason that the networks are also different. Specifically, 
network 30 refers to a public network, such as the Internet, over which an imaging facility 
10 communicates with a central server system 20. On the other hand, network 16 refers to 
a network internal of imaging facility 10. Accordingly, no change is seen necessary, since 
the different reference numerals correctly refer to different networks. 

With respect to the second objection, the objection has been attended to by 
amendment to the specification. Specifically, paragraph [0055] of the specification has 
been amended so as to insert the requested reference numerals. 

In view of the foregoing, withdrawal of the objections to the drawings is 
respectfully requested. 

Claims 1 to 21 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over U.S. Patent 
Application Publication 2002/0010679 (Felsher) in view of U.S. Patent Application 



Publication 2002/0026384 (Imanaka)-. In response, all of Claims 1 to 21 have been 
cancelled, and new Claims 22 through 37 have been substituted therefor. Cancellation is 
without prejudice or disclaimer of subject matter, and thus should be viewed as a traversal 
of the rejection. New Claims 22 to 37 are believed patentable over the applied Felsher and 
Imanaka documents, as discussed in more detail below. 

The invention concerns an imaging management system which is 
architected so as to provide a sensible and robust sharing of network bandwidth, by using 
two separate sessions for each transfer of image data. In one example embodiment of the 
invention, illustrated in connection with Figures 6 and 7 herein, there are a controller 
session and a handler session. The controller session is initiated by a remote imaging 
gateway, and it is the remote imaging gateway that is responsible for selecting one of plural 
controllers with which the controller session is initiated. During the controller session, the 
remote imaging gateway provides information on the image data being forwarded, and the 
selected controller confirms the information against index information stored in an index 
database. Responsibility then shifts to the selected controller: namely, it is the selected 
controller that then selects one of plural handlers with which a handler session is initiated. 
The selected controller provides the address of the selected handler to the remote imaging 
gateway, and the remote imaging gateway thereupon initiates a handler session with the 
selected handler. During the handler session, the remote imaging gateway transmits image 



i; Page 2 of the Office Action lists only Claims 1 and 20 as the rejected claims. 
However, from the context of pages 3 through 8 of the Office Action, it is clear that this 
was a typographical error, for which a rejection of all of Claims 1 to 21 was intended. 
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data to the selected handler, and the selected handler passes the image data to a data store 
for storage thereby. 

By virtue of the foregoing, there is a sensible and robust sharing of network 
bandwidth. As one example, it is the remote imaging gateway that selects one of plural 
controllers with which to initiate and conduct a controller session. The remote imaging 
gateway can make this selection based on a variety of different criteria, such as a dithering 
method or a round-robin method, in order to provide load balancing between all 
controllers. See paragraph [0045] herein. The controller session is responsible for 
transmitting control information and index information concerning the data, and not the 
actual image data itself. Rather, the actual image data is transmitted during the handler 
session. For the handler session, however, it is the selected controller that bears 
responsibility for selecting an available handler. See paragraph [0053] herein. Again, the 
selection may be made based on an ordering of the plural handlers, so as to provide a type 
of passive load balancing between available handlers. 

In contrast, and although it is true that the applied Felsher and Imanaka 
documents describe centralized medical image databases, it is equally true that Felsher and 
Imanaka are architected in ways that are completely different from that claimed herein. For 
example, neither of Felsher nor Imanaka describes a central server system comprised of 
plural controllers and plural handlers, and as a consequence, neither is seen to describe the 
initiation of control sessions or handler sessions. Because of these differences in 
architecture, neither of Felsher nor Imanaka is further seen to obtain the advantageous 



- 10- 



effects of the architecture claimed herein, such as a robust sharing of available network 
bandwidth and load balancing. 

It is therefore respectfully submitted that the claims herein define subject 
matter that would not have been obvious from any combination of Felsher and Imanaka, 
and allowance is respectfully requested. 

Applicants' undersigned attorney may be reached in our Costa Mesa, 
California office at (714) 540-8700. All correspondence should continue to be directed to 
our below-listed address. 
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